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REMARKS 
Statement Required By 37 C.F.R, 1.133(b) 

A telephone interview was conducted with the Examiner on November 1 2, 2003 at the initiation 
of the Applicants. Attached 10 this paper is the Applicant Initiated Interview Request Form. The 
Applicants thank the Examiner for his time and consideration of the issues raised and discussed 
at the telephone interview. Presented immediately below is the Applicants* statement of Ihe 
reasons presented at the interview as warranting favorable action as required by 37 C.F.R. 
1.133(b). 

The Examiner's rejection of Claims 1 -8 under 35 U.S.C 112, second paragraph was discussed. 
As indicated in the detailed discussion of the 1 12 rejection below, the Applicants pointed out that 
the elements set forth in independent Claims 1 and 5 were illustrated by example in Fig. 2. The 
Examiner suggested that Claims 1 and 5 be amended to recite that the field oxide layer is . 
disposed within the contact region to further clarify the subject matter of the claims. As 
discussed below, the Applicants have amended the claims as suggested by the Examiner. 
Therefore, the Applicants submit that agreement has been reached with the Examiner on 
amendments to overcome the 1 12 rejection. 

The Examiner's rejection of Claims 1-8 and 17 - 18 under 35 U.S.C. 102 as being anticipated 
by Deboer was discussed. As indicated in the detailed discussion of the rejection based on 
Deboer presented below, the Applicants asserted that Deboer does not teach "wherein said field 
oxide layer electrically isolates said metal plug contact from said contact region" as claimed in 
Claims 1 and 5. The Examiner agreed and indicated that the rejection of Claims 1 -8 and 17-18 
under 35 U.S.C. 102 based on Deboer would be withdrawn. 

The Examiner's rejection on Claims 9-1 6 5 19-20, and 23-24 under 35 U.S.C. 102 as being 
anticipated by Chuang was discussed. As indicated in the detailed discussion of the rejection 
based on Chuang presented below, the Applicants asserted that Chuang does not teach "wherein 
said metal plug contact is electrically isolated from said contact region" as claimed in Claims 9 
and 13. The Examiner stated the citation of metal plug contact 124c in the Office Action 
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appeared to be in error, and the Office Action should have cited metal plug contact. 124a. The 
examiner further asserted that metal plug contact 124a and the associated structure should be 
considered as teaching the elements as set forth in Claims 9 and 13. The Applicants disagreed 
and the reasons for the allowability of Claims 9 and 13 (and their dependent claims) over Chuang 
are presented in additional detail below. Hence, no agreement was reached with the Examiner 
on the rejection of Claims 9-16, 19-20, and 23-24. 

In soimmary, (1) agreement was reached on the 1 12 rejection by claim amendments; (2) 
agreement was reached on the 1 02 rejection based on Deboer without claim amendments: and (3) 
no agreement was reached on the 1 02 rejection based on Chuang. More detailed remarks 
addressing the rejections are presented below. Please note that these remarks also incorporate 
the reasons presented by the Applicants at the telephone interview warranting favorable action. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 112 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejects Claims 1 - 8 35 under U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph 
as being indefinite. Specifically, the Examiner asserts that, with regard to Claims 1 and 5, "it is 
not understood how a metal plug contact is disposed within a contact region and a field oxide 
layer electrically isolates separates (sic) this metal plug contact from the contact region since the 
metal plug contact is within the contact region." The Examiner asserts that the claim language is 
contradictory. The Applicants respectfully disagree that Claims 1 and 5 arc indefinite. 

The Examiner is reminded that a rejection under 35 U-S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, is appropriate 
if "the language of the claim is such that a person of ordinary skill in the art could not interpret 
the metes and bounds of the claim so as to avoid infringement. 1 ' See MPEP 2173.02. The 
Examiner appears to assert that one skilled in the art would not understand how a metal plug 
contact can be both disposed within a contact region and electrically isolated from the contact 
region by a field oxide layer and concludes, therefore, that such a claimed configuration must be 
contradictory. 

The Applicants submit that one skilled in the art would understand the metes and bounds of 
Claims 1 and 5. Specifically, the Applicants submit that one skilled in the art would understand 
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how an object can be both disposed within a region and electrically isolated from the region, and 
that such a configuration is not contradictory. For example, one can be within a swimming pool, 
bui electrically isolated from the swimming pool by wearing insulating material. That is, the 
Applicants submit that jusi because an first element is within a second clement does not mean 
that the first element can not be electrically isolated from a second element. 

By way of further explanation, bui not of limitation, the Examiner is directed to Fig. 2 of the 
application, as amended. Fig. 2 shows a contact region 12 that is defined by the width indicated 
by the lines with arrows. Contact plug 7 is clearly within the contact region 1 2. The field oxide 
region 1 1 is deposited over a portion of the contact region 12 and the field oxide region 1 1 serves 
to electrically isolate the contact plug 7 from the contact region 12. Hence, if the claimed 
configuration can be shown in a figure, the Applicants submit that the language is not 
contradictory. 

At the. telephone interview, the Examiner asserted that is was unclear in the claims as to the 
location of field oxide layer being recited in the claims. The Examiner suggested that the claims 
specifically recite the location of the field oxide layer in relation to the contact region. 
Therefore, the Applicants have amended Claims 1 and 5 to recite "a field oxide layer disposed on 
a semiconductor substrate and within a contact region /' (underlining indicated added text). The 
Examiner indicated that this amendment would overcome the rejection based on 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph. Therefore, Ihe Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of Claims 1 - 
8 under 35 U.S.C 1 12, second paragraph be withdrawn due to the amendment of independent 
Claims 1 and 5. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 8 102 

Deboer etaL 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejects Claims 1 - 8 and 17 - 18 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Deboer et al The Examiner cites Figure 5 of Deboer and asserts that Figure 
5 shows a semiconductor device adapted to prevent and/or thwart reverse engineering and 
comprising a field oxide layer 16 disposed on a semiconductor substrate 12, a metal plug contact 
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39 disposed within a contact region and above said field oxide layer wherein said metal plug 
contact contacts said field oxide layer and wherein said field oxide layer electrically isolates said 
metal plug contact from said contact region. In the Response to Arguments section of the Office 
Action, the Examiner states that the contact region is considered extending widely between field 
oxide 16 in Figure 5. The Examiner then asserts that the field oxide 16 electrically isolates the 
metal plug contact from the contact region. 

The Examiner asserts that Deboer discloses a semiconductor device adapted to prevent and/or 
thwart reverse engineering, but the Examiner has not indicated any specific portion of Deboer 
that provides such a teaching. In fact, a word search of Deboer as presented on the USPTO web 
site indicates that neither the word "reverse" nor "engineering" arc present in the Deboer 
disclosure. The Deboer disclosure states at coL 1 , IL 4 - 7, that "the present invention relates 
generally to the formation of contacts in integrated circuits." It appears that Deboer does not 
teach, disclose or suggest "a semiconductor device adapted to prevent and/or thwart reverse 
engineering" as claimed in Claim 1 or "a method for preventing or thwarting reverse 
engineering" as claimed in Claim 5, Therefore, the Applicants submit that the Examiner has not 
established a prima facie case of anticipation, since the Examiner has not shown how the cited 
reference teaches each and every element of the rejected claims. 

During the telephone interview, the Examiner indicated that the arguments directed at the 
recitation of "reverse engineering" in the rejected claims were not persuasive, since this language 
appeared to be functional language. Since this was not the only argument that the Applicants 
had for the allowability of Claims 1-8 and 17-18 over Deboer, this line of reasoning was not 
further pursued by the Applicants during the telephone interview. However, the Applicants 
provide this argument in this response to indicate that no agreement was reached with the 
Examiner on this particular argument for patentability. 

In the telephone interview, the Applicants set forth their disagreement with the Examiner's 
conclusion that Deboer teaches "said field oxide layer electrically isolates said metal plug 
contact from said contact region." In the Office Action, the Examiner states that the contact 
region extends widely between the field oxide 16 in figure 5 of Deboer. Figure 5 clearly shows 
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that contact 39 is in electrical contact with the region between the field oxide 1 6, In fact f contact 
plugs 39 arc formed to be in electrical contact with active areas 1 8a and 1 8b. See figure 2 and 
co). 4, 11. 41 - 57. Therefore, the Applicants assert that Dcbocr does not teach "wherein said field 
oxide layer electrically isolates said metal plug contact from said contact region" as claimed in 
Claims 1 and 5, since Deboer teaches that the contact 39 is in electrical contact with the contact 
region as defined by the Examiner. 

In the telephone interview, based on the arguments presented by the Applicants, the Examiner 
agreed that Deboer did not teach each and every element as set forth in rejected Claims 1 and 5. 
Therefore, the Applicants and Examiner reached agreement that Claims 1 and 5, as amended, 
and Claims 2-4, 6-8, and 17-18, dependent on either Claim I or Claim 5, are not anticipated by 
Deboer. 

Chuang 

in the Office Action, the Examiner rejects Claims 9 - 16, 19 - 20 and 23 - 24 under 35 U.S.C. 
1 02(b) as being anticipated by Chuang. Specifically, the Examiner asserts that Chuang, in figure 
1C discloses "a semiconductor device adapted to prevent and/or thwart reverse engineering 
comprising field . . . wherein said metal plug contact 124c is electrically isolated from said 
contact region 1 1 6a." In the Response to Arguments section, the Examiner states that "Chuang 
clearly discloses on figure lea metal plug contact 124c is electrically isolated from the contact 
region 116a." 

The Examiner asserts that Chuang discloses a semiconductor device adapted to prevent and/or 
thwart reverse engineering, but the Examiner has not indicated any specific portion of Chuang 
that provides such a teaching. In fact, a word search of Chuang as presented on the USPTO web 
site indicates that neither the word "reverse" nor "engineering" are present in the Chuang 
disclosure. The Chuang disclosure states at col. 1 , 1L 7 - 10, that "the invention relates in general 
10 a manufacturing process for semiconductor devices." It appears that Chung does not teach, 
disclose or suggest "a semiconductor device adapted to prevent and/or thwart reverse 
engineering" as claimed in Claim 9 or "a method for preventing or thwarting reverse 
engineering" as claimed in Claim 1 3. Therefore, the Applicants submit that the Examiner has 
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not established a prima facie case of anticipation, since the Examiner has not shown how the 
cited reference teaches each and every element of the rejected claims- 
Further, the Applicants disagree with the Examiner's assertion that Chuang "clearly discloses on 
figure 1C a metal plug contact 124c is electrically isolated from the contact region 1 16a/' Fig. 
1c shows metal plug 124c deposited on top of and in electrical coulacl with silicide layer 120d, 
which is in electrical contact with well pick-up region 118. See also coL 1, 11. 15 - 57. The 
region 116a is identified as drain 116a. SeecoL 1,1.33, For the conventional semiconductor 
device depicted in fig. 1C to operate, there must be some flow of electrons through the well 102 
and between the well pick-up region 1 18 and the drain 1 16a. Since the metal plug 124c is 
necessarily in electrical contact with the well pick-up region 1 18 and the well pick-up region is 
necessarily in electrical contact with the drain 1 1 6a, it must be concluded that metal plug 1 24c is 
in electrical contact with region 1 1 6a. On the other hand, Claims 9 and J 3 recite, in part, 
"wherein said metal plug contact is electrically isolated from said contact region." 

During the telephone interview, the Examiner first requested an indication of which drawing of ' 
the application illustrated the elements as set forth in independent Claims 9 and 1 3. By way of 
illustration, but not of limitation, the Applicants directed the Examiner's attention to Fig. 3 of the 
application, as amended. The Examiner then noted that the citation to metal plug contact 124c 
was in error, and the Office Action should have cited metal plug contact 124a. Specifically, the 
Examiner asserted that gate oxide 1 06 electrically isolated the plug 1 24a from the contact region. 
The Applicants assume that the Examiner still intends to refer to contact region as being taught 
by doped region 106a. The Applicants note that the Examiner cited similar elements in the 
rejection mailed on April 21, 2003, which the Applicants addressed in their response dated July 
18, 2003. Therefore, the Applicants renew their disagreement that metal plug contact 124a and 
its associated structure teach each and evety element as set forth in independent claims 9 and 13. 

i ; ig. 1C shows metal plug contact 124a connected to metal plugs 124b and 124c by metal layer 
1 26, Hence, metal plug contact 1 24a electrically connects gate 1 08 with the source 1 16b and the 
pick-up region 1 18 via metal plug contacts 124b and 124c. See also col. 1 , 11, 40-43, of Chuang. 
As similarly described above, since metal plug contact 124a is necessarily in electrical contact 
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whh lhe well pick-up reffion 11 6h and the well pick-np region 116b is necessarily in electrical 
contact with the drain 1 lfa it must be concluded that metal plug 1 24a is in electrical contact 
with Kgjonii6a . On the other hand, Claims 9 and 13 recite, in part, "wherein said metal plug 
contact is electrically isolated from said contact region." (Underlining added for emphasis). The 
Applicants apologize for not bringing this point to the attention of the Examiner during the 
telephone interview, but the Examiner's statement that element 124a should have been cited in 
the Office Action, rather than element 124c, required additional analysis of the references. 

For the reasons presented above, the Applicants submit that the Examiner has not shown that 
Chuang teaches each and every element of Claims 9-16, 19-20 and 23-24. Therefore, the 
Applicants submit that the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of anticipation of 
those claims based on Chuang. 'l he Applicants respectfully request that lhe Examiner withdraw 
the rejection of Claims 9- 1 6, 1 9-20 and 23-24 based on Chuang. 

In addition, the Applicants submit that claims 23-24 on their own are patentable over Chuang. 
Claims 23-24 each recite "wherein said metal plug contact contacts said field oxide layer." The 
Examiner in the Official Action asserts that Fig. 1 C discloses such a limitation. With reference 
to claim 9, the Examiner asserts that Fig. 1C of Chuang discloses a field oxide layer 1 04 and a 
metal plug contact 124a. The Examiner further states that the metal plug contact 124c contacts 
the field oxide via the silicide layer 1 20d therein. 

However, Claims 23 and 24 do not recite that the metal plug contact contacts the field oxide 
layer via another element. The Examiner's apparent assertion that one element can contact a 
second element via a third element is an interpretation of the term "contact" that is outside lhe 
plain meaning of the term. For example, the Examiner is directed to Webster 's Ne w Universal 
Unabridged Dictionary, Barnes & Noble Books, 1996, which provides a definition for contact as 
"1 . The act or state of touching." Clearly, Fig. lc shows that metal plug contact 124a does not 
touch field oxide layer 104. Therefore, the Applicants submit that Chuang does not disclose the 
limitation of "wherein said metal plug contact contacts said field oxide layer" as required by 
claims 23 and 24. 
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Conclusion 



The Applicants respectfully submit that in light of the remarks above, all previous rejections of 
the claims have been overcome. lTierefore, the Applicants submit that the claims are allowable 
over the prior art that has been cited. Favorable consideration and prompt allowance 
earnestly solicited. 



arc 



The Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees which may be required or credit 
overpayment to deposit account no. 12-0415. In particular, if this response is not timely filed, 
the Commissioner is authorized to treat this response as including a petition to extend the time 
period pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) requesting an extension of time of the number of months 
necessary to make this response timely filed and the petition fee due in connection therewith may 
be charged to deposit account no. 1 2-04 1 5. 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being facsimile 
transmitted to Fax No. 703*872-93 1 9 and addressed to: Mail Stop 
AF, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450. Alexandria VA 
223 13-1450 on 

November 1 2, 2003 

(Date of Transmission) 

Rass A. Schmitt 



(Name of Person Transmitting) 



(Signature) 



Respectfully submitted, 



Ross A. Schmitt 



(Date) 



Attorney for Applicants 

Reg. No. 42,529 

LADAS & PARRY 

5670 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2100 

Los Angeles, California 90036 

(323) 934-2300 



Enci.: Applicant Tnitiated Interview Request Form 



PAGE 13/14 ' RCVDAT 11112/2003 9:35:22 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVRiUSPTO-EFXRF-IIQ ' DNIS:8729319* CSID:13239340202 ' DURATION (mm-ss): W-1 8 



FROM LADAS k PARRY - LA. 13239340202 



11. 12' 03 19 : 33/ST. 19: 29/NO. 4800000589 P 14 



a~. KIOL-4I3A (08-03) 

1 1 <s d,,^, „ A Pp™ v *« 'w use through 07/313006. OMB O651-0031 
U-S. Patent and Tfajem«rk Office U.S. department OFco^nce 



Applicant Initiated Interview Request Form 



Application HoMatSjOlFi Named Applicant: d^-l^fi? C i\Qu , 



Tentative Participants: 



(3) 1 



_ (4). 



Proposed Date of Interview Ji//?^ Prqposed Tjmc . 

1 ype of Interview Requested: 
(I) $ Telephonic (2) | J Personal 

Exhibit To Be Shown or Demonstrated: I J YES 
If yes, provide brief description: 



(3) I ] Video Conference 



Issues To Be Discussed 



Issues 

(Rej., Obj., etc) 

(1)7/3. foj 

(4) 



Prior 
Art 



Claims/ 
Fig. #s 



( J Continuation Sheet Attached 
Brief Description of Ai 



Discussed 


Agreed 


Not Agreed 


#1 




( J 


[« 




[ ] 




t ] 




[ 1 


[ j 


( J 



er Description of Arguments to be Pres 



sented: 



i//f 



An interview was conducted on the above-identified application on 

note;; * 

JSfiT ,t0aW ^ ^ aPPUN,,t SUbmitted * «*- ■ - —ace of the Inters (*» W „ 

£*-e^ - — .w*. ,eco rd off* 

as s«i on a, possible. statement of the substance of this interview (37 CFR 1. 133(b)) 




(Applicanc/ApphWs Representative Signature) (Ex^ner/SPE Signature) 



U5fTO to proceif) aq sppIrcifW 
"Kl&dins $«ber(Og. prep^rin^. And 
on tk« iDMunt of ttuir >«u r^qijjrw 
nod Trademark Office, U 
Ai>DRF.5S. SEND TO 



If you nealaahumc, in completing the form, call /-AwWo/W , v uio„ } 



marioo Orfkcr. »j.s. PflTtml 
PLETtn FOiOI.s TO Tf m 



PAGE 14/14 1 RCVD AT 1 111212003 9:35:22 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 * DNIS:8729319 ' CSID13239340202 * DURATION (mm-ss):04-j8 



